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This replication study sought to analyze the effects of behavioral observability 
and overall impressions on rater agreement, as recently examined by Roch, Paquin, & 
Littlejohn (2009) and Scott (2012). Results from the study performed by Roch et al. 
indicated that raters are more likely to agree when items are either more difficult to rate 
or less observable. In the replication study conducted by Scott, the results did not support 
the relationship which Roch et al. found between observability and rater agreement, but 
did support the relationship previously found between item difficulty and rater 
agreement. The four objectives of this replication study were to determine whether rater 
agreement is negatively related to item observability (Hypothesis 1) and positively 
related to difficulty (Hypothesis 2), as well as to determine whether item performance 
ratings are closer to overall impressions when items are less observable (Hypothesis 3) 
and more difficult to rate (Hypothesis 4). The sample was comprised of 152 
undergraduate students tasked with providing performance ratings on an individual 
depicted in a video of a discussion group. Results indicated that agreement was 
negatively correlated with both observability (supporting Hypothesis 1) and difficulty 
(not supporting Hypothesis 2), and that ratings were closer to overall impressions when 
items were less observable (supporting Hypothesis 3), but not when items were more 
difficult to rate (not supporting Hypothesis 4). 
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Introduction 
Rater agreement, sometimes referred to as inter-rater agreement, is simply the 
extent to which raters provide the same or similar ratings in a quantitative manner. Rater 
agreement is an essential component for interpreting rating outcomes for multiple levels 
of expertise. For example, although a layperson may derive meaningful inferences from 
common examples of rater agreement, such as Supreme Court decisions or the verdicts of 
jury trials, data analysts in organizations may examine the implications of rater 
agreement data further and uncover biases or other confounding factors that influence 
ratings. 
In organizations, rater agreement is especially important when the organization 
elects to use performance appraisals which require multiple raters, such as 360-degree 
feedback. A traditional performance appraisal may be little more than the opinion of one 
manager. With 360-degree feedback, managers, peers, and subordinates provide feedback 
on the target individual. It was once assumed that using more raters leads to a more 
accurate rating in performance appraisals because multiple evaluations were thought to 
mitigate individual bias; though it is entirely likely that accuracy could be appreciably 
improved in the presence of more raters, this notion depends upon the assumption that 
multiple raters have a similar idea of what constitutes a high level or low level of 
performance (Feldman, 1981). Lance, Baranik, Lau, and Scharlau (2009) asserted that a 
lack of agreement does not inherently detract from rating quality, and that rater 
differences should be embraced, not construed as errors. In other words, a lack of rater 
agreement may simply be an indication of individual differences in perception which still 
produce worthwhile rating outcomes. 
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 Irrespective of rater agreement, the use of multiple raters can be an improvement 
over single-source ratings for several reasons. Latham and Wexley (1982) asserted that 
the use of multiple raters in performance appraisal helps to create an integrated measure 
of individual performance, a measure whose sum is greater than its component parts, or 
individual ratings. Lathan and Wexley also indicated that employees being rated by 
multiple raters are more likely to accept the ratings that they receive and to consider the 
ratings as fair. This sentiment of perceived fairness also holds true at the managerial level 
(McEvoy, 1990). Additionally, feedback from multiple raters is more likely to be used 
than feedback from individual raters as a workforce enhancement tool at the individual 
employee level (Cardy & Dobbins, 1994). It is also worth mentioning that Bernardin and 
Beatty (1984) stated that the use of multiple raters bolsters the ability of an organization 
to defend itself in the event of a lawsuit hinging upon the use of ratings. 
Inter-rater Agreement and Inter-rater Reliability 
There is an oft-overlooked, or perhaps poorly defined, distinction between rater 
agreement and rater reliability. Certain publications in the past have used these terms 
interchangeably, but there is a fundamental difference. Inter-rater agreement refers solely 
to the extent to which raters provide the same rating. In statistical terms, a common inter-
rater agreement measure, 𝑟𝑤𝑔, attempts to define the proportional reduction in error 
variance relative to the hypothetical scenario of perfect agreement (Kozlowski & Hattrup, 
1992; James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984; James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1993). This may be 
calculated with Equation 1: 
 
                           𝑟𝑤𝑔  =  
(σΕ
  2−𝑆𝑥
  2)
σΕ
  2  =  1 −  (𝑆𝑥
  2/σΕ
  2)                          (1) 
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This calculation relies upon the value for the observed error variance (𝑆𝑥
  2) and the value 
of the expected variance (σΕ
  2). While the observed error variance is represented by the 
standard statistical variance, the value of the expected variance is represented by what is 
known as an error term. The error term is calculated with Equation 2: 
 
                                     σΕ
  2  =  (𝐴2 − 1)/12                                         (2) 
 
A represents the number of choices for a given item (Harvey & Hollander, 2004). An 
item with 5 possible choices would thus have an error term, or σΕ
  2, of 2. 
Inter-rater reliability, on the other hand, is more concerned with rank order and is 
a measure of how consistently raters provide the same rank order for ratees (Roch et al., 
2009). One robust means of testing inter-rater reliability is through the use of the intra-
class correlation coefficient (ICC), which is a representation of the proportionate 
variance, or the relationship between expected variance and error variance, between 
ratings (McGraw & Wong, 1996). Shrout and Fleiss (1979) highlighted that the ICC is a 
correlation derived from distinct measurements of the same target. There are several 
variations of the ICC equation, and in some cases the ICC equation can be used to obtain 
an index of agreement as opposed to reliability. For the purpose of obtaining an index of 
reliability for a population, the ICC could be calculated with Equation 3: 
 
                                                         
σ𝛼
2
σ𝛼
2 +σ𝜖
2                                                      (3) 
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The σ𝛼
2  value represents expected variance and σ𝜖
2 represents error variance, with the 
assumption that neither the expected variance nor the error variance is correlated with the 
other (Donner & Koval, 1980). 
As a simple illustration of the distinction between agreement and reliability, 
imagine a scenario where three raters provide a rating for an employee on a 5 point Likert 
scale measuring three different areas of performance. In Table 1, reliability is statistically 
perfect, yet agreement is nonexistent. To demonstrate sporadic agreement with 
diminished reliability, a similar scenario is presented in Table 2. A few additional 
performance areas are added to better illustrate the differences between each scenario.  
Table 1 
 
Inter-rater Reliability without Inter-rater Agreement 
Rater Performance Area 1 Performance Area 2 Performance Area 3 
Rater A 1 2 1 
Rater B 3 4 3 
Rater C 4 5 4 
 
Table 2 
 
Some Inter-rater Agreement without Inter-rater Reliability 
With an understanding of the distinction between agreement and reliability, the 
discussion may now begin to deconstruct the factors that may influence rater agreement. 
Rater 
Performance 
Area 1 
Performance 
Area 2 
Performance 
Area 3 
Performance 
Area 4 
Performance 
Area 5 
Rater A 1 2 3 4 5 
Rater B 3 3 3 3 3 
Rater C 5 2 3 2 5 
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Two differentiating factors important to the concept of rater agreement are item 
characteristics (Brutus & Facteau, 2003; Kaiser & Craig, 2005) and individual 
differences, such as cognitive processes (Borman, 1978; Feldman, 1981). Some specific 
item characteristics to be considered include syntax, multidimensionality, and specificity. 
In order to meaningfully interpret inter-rater agreement statistics, it is of vital importance 
to understand both the individual and combined influence of all of these factors. 
The Effect of Syntax, Multidimensionality, and Specificity on Rater Agreement 
 The characteristics of items, such as syntax, can sometimes explain discrepancies 
in provided ratings (Kaiser & Craig, 2005). Syntax includes the sentence structure, the 
component parts of the sentence, and the order of these component parts. Slight changes 
in syntax, such as the addition of non-essential components like subjective adjectives or 
ambiguous direct objects, have been shown to decrease psychometric quality (Brutus & 
Facteau, 2003). Brutus and Facteau did not find other item characteristics such as multi-
dimensionality and specificity to relate to psychometric quality.  
Kaiser and Craig (2005) examined the way in which item characteristics relate to 
rater agreement.  Using a sample of 1,404 managers, Kaiser and Craig examined the 
results of a 360-degree feedback, which included six total ratings from superiors, peers, 
and subordinates of each manager (two ratings each). Assessment experts assessed the 
syntax, multidimensionality, and specificity for each item. The data suggested that, 
although a significant relationship was found between multidimensionality and reliability, 
none of the item characteristics were significantly related to rater agreement. A possible 
explanation provided by the researchers was that there were minimal differences between 
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the item characteristics of each measure. This was illustrated by the overall lack of 
variance between the measures of syntax, multidimensionality, and specificity. 
The Effect of Difficulty and Observability on Rater Agreement 
A study conducted by Wohlers and London (1989) revealed that items perceived 
as more difficult to rate were associated with greater variability in ratings, thus 
suggesting a negative relationship between difficulty and agreement. In contrast, in a 
study where undergraduate students were tasked with watching a role-play video and 
providing a rating for a target individual, Roch et al. (2009) found that raters were more 
likely to agree when perceived item difficulty was higher. In the same study, Roch et al. 
also sought to determine to what extent the item characteristic of observability would 
impact rater agreement. Contrary to what might be expected, an increase in observability 
led to a decrease in rater agreement. A possible reason for these results, as explained by 
Roch et al., is that when items are perceived as more difficult to rate and are less 
observable, raters may simply rely on their overall impression of the individual being 
rated.  Agreement in this case may in part have been due to raters having a similar overall 
impression of the target individual. 
The Impact of Individual Cognitive Processes on Overall Impressions 
 The way in which individual raters interpret rating dimensions differs as a result 
of a multitude of cognitive processes, which include a reliance on subjective first 
impressions, weighting one or more aspects of behavior more heavily than others do, or 
past experiences (Borman, 1978). Building on this idea, Feldman (1981) discussed the 
ramifications of cognitive processes, suggesting that individual differences in cognitive 
processes between raters play an important role in rater agreement. 
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To produce a rating, an individual goes through three stages (Feldman, 1981). The 
first stage, the observational stage, is where a potential rater observes and pays attention 
to a particular behavior. The second stage, the information-encoding stage, is the process 
of codifying the observed behavior, perhaps by means of categorization. In the third and 
final stage, data and behavioral observations gathered both intentionally and 
unintentionally during the observational stage and information-encoding stage allow the 
culmination of the rating process in the final stage. Here, previously observed behaviors 
and judgments coalesce into quantitative ratings that produce, in part, the discrepancies 
by which rater agreement may be evaluated. 
Although each of the three stages of the rating process is prone to errors, the 
second stage is especially problematic due to the influence of categorization and the 
potential for halo error. With categorization, observed behaviors resembling some 
prototypical schema or preconceived notion have the potential to induce guessing on the 
part of raters in spite of limited data. A selection of raters with similar categorizations 
will tend to produce higher measures of rater agreement, whereas a selection of raters 
with dissimilar categorizations will tend to agree less (Feldman, 1981). 
Halo error may occur during categorization. Halo error is present when ratings are 
based more on the feelings of a rater towards the individual being rated as opposed to the 
actual standing of the individual on the construct (Thorndike, 1920). Correcting for, or at 
least reducing, halo error is important in the context of using multiple raters for 
performance appraisal as it may produce a more accurate measure of rater agreement 
(Balzer & Sulsky, 1992). 
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When an individual tasked with providing a rating does not gather sufficient data 
to make an informed judgment from the first two stages of the rating process, it is 
possible that he or she may unconsciously default to prototypical categorization, or an 
overall impression, when providing a rating (Feldman, 1981). Understanding the 
influence of overall impressions on rater agreement, in addition to item characteristics, is 
a key component of recent research. 
Recent Research on the Influence of Item Characteristics and Overall Impressions 
on Rater Agreement 
Scott (2012) built upon the findings of Roch et al. (2009) by both attempting to 
replicate their findings and endeavoring to evaluate the extent to which overall 
impressions impact rater agreement. Towards these objectives, Scott tested four 
hypotheses. The first two hypotheses were that (1) rater agreement has a negative 
correlation with behavioral observability and (2) that rater agreement has a positive 
correlation with perceived item difficulty. These hypotheses were chosen by Scott based 
on the results of Roch et al. The third and fourth hypotheses were that (3) items that are 
less observable will have ratings closer to overall impressions of individual raters than 
items that are more observable, and (4) items that are difficult will have ratings closer to 
overall impressions of individual raters than items that are less difficult. 
Although Scott (2012) was able to support the hypothesis that rater agreement has 
a positive correlation with item difficulty, Scott unexpectedly found a significant positive 
relationship between item observability and rater agreement. This finding makes intuitive 
sense, but was surprising given that Roch et al. (2009) had instead produced results that 
supported a significant negative relationship between item observability and rater 
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agreement. For the hypotheses concerning overall impressions, Scott was able to support 
the hypothesis that performance ratings on individual items were closer to overall 
impressions when behaviors were less observable, but could not support the hypothesis 
that item ratings were closer to overall impressions when items were more difficult. 
Purpose of This Study 
The goals of this study were to investigate the anomalous nature of the findings of 
Scott (2012) compared to Roch et al. (2009) and to gain further insight into the relations 
between various item characteristics, inter-rater agreement, and the impact of overall 
impressions on item performance ratings. Towards these ends, this study tested the same 
hypotheses as Scott, which are as follows: 
Hypothesis 1: Rater agreement is negatively correlated with behavioral observability.  
Hypothesis 2: Rater agreement is positively correlated with perceived item 
difficulty.  
Hypothesis 3: Items that are less observable have ratings that are closer to the overall 
judgment of the person being rated than more observable items. 
Hypothesis 4: Items that are more difficult have ratings that are closer to the overall 
judgment of the person being rated than less difficult items. 
Method 
Participants 
Participants were 152 undergraduate psychology students enrolled at a mid-size 
university in the southeastern United States who received class or extra credit for 
participating in the study. 
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Materials 
 Stimulus performance. Using the same instrument as Scott (2012), participants 
received performance information through a video of approximately 20 minutes. This 
video depicted a leaderless group discussion role-playing exercise of four people. One of 
the four people in the video was designated as the target.  The target individual was 
identified for the study participants prior to them watching the video. 
Survey instrument. Upon completing the video, participants were asked to 
complete one of four rating forms (Appendices A-D). These forms collected ratings of 
the target individual. Each rating form contained a list of 85 statements relating to the 
target individual. Participants provided ratings on both performance and how difficult 
they found it to rate particular behaviors, with ratings ranging from 1 (Not at all) to 5 (To 
a very great extent) for behaviors and from 1 (very easy to rate) to 5 (very difficult to 
rate) for difficulty. Each rating form collected the same information, but in a unique 
order. The first form (Appendix A) and third form (Appendix C) presented the question 
concerning overall impressions first. The second form (Appendix B) and the fourth form 
(Appendix D) presented the question concerning overall impressions last. Additionally, 
the third form (Appendix C) and the fourth form (Appendix D) presented the 85 
statements in a different order than the first form (Appendix A) and the second form 
(Appendix B), with the order of the halves (approximately) of the survey instrument 
being switched. 
Procedure 
 Study administrators strictly adhered to lab protocol (Appendix E). Prior to 
commencing the study, each participant read and signed an informed consent document 
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(Appendix F). After signing the form, participants were told they would be tasked with 
providing personal demographic information for themselves and ratings for one 
individual in a video depicting a leaderless group discussion that they were about to 
watch. Then, participants were read some information concerning the topic of the video, 
watched the video, and received rating forms. The order of rating form distribution was 
alternated to ensure random assignment. This alternating distribution pattern did not reset 
between sessions, so in some sessions the first participant to receive a form may have 
received the second version. 
Results 
Prior to evaluating each hypothesis, several variables were derived from data and 
existing research. These variables were based on measures of observability, difficulty, 
performance ratings, and agreement (rwg). Manually calculating item observability was 
not necessary as Roch et al. (2009) previously quantified observability on a 1 (least 
observable) to 5 (most observable) scale. Average difficulty ratings and performance 
ratings were computed using basic descriptive statistics procedures such as mean and 
standard deviation. Like Scott (2012), rater agreement (rwg) was computed in the same 
manner as James et al. (1984).  
Overall rater agreement (rwg), was 0.50 (SD = .16). This was calculated at the 
individual item level then averaged across all items. The mean overall difficulty rating 
was 1.89 (SD = .26). For the overall impressions item, the mean rating when the overall 
impressions question was placed at the beginning was 3.94 (SD = .63) and end was 3.86 
(SD =.86), with no significant rating differences as a result of question placement (p = 
.503). The mean overall performance rating was 3.90 (SD = .75). Means and standard 
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deviations for order of questions and placement of the overall impression question can be 
found in Table 3. No significant differences could be attributed to question order or 
placement of the overall impression question, so all data were analyzed together. 
Descriptive statistics and correlation data are provided in Table 4. 
Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviations by Question Order and Overall Question Placement 
 Question 
Order 
 Overall Question 
Placement 
 1 2  Beginning  End 
Variable M  (SD) M  (SD)  M  (SD)  M  (SD) 
Agreement .50 (.17) .50 (.17)  .47 (.17)  .53 (.16) 
Difficulty 1.87 (.28) 1.90 (.27)  1.86 (.26)  1.92 (.28) 
Overall 
Impression 
3.88 (.75) 3.93 (.75)  3.90 (.73)   3.94 (.75) 
 
Table 4 
 
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations for the Study Variables 
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 
1. Agreement .50 .16 -    
2. Difficulty 1.89 .26 -0.40** -   
3. Observability 3.10 1.16 -0.45** 0.04 -  
4. RDS 1.15 .46 -0.35** -.12 0.28** - 
Note. RDS = rating difference score, discussed below. 
** p ≤ .01 
Results for Hypothesis 1 and Hypothesis 2 
 Data supported Hypothesis 1, as the measure of rater agreement (rwg) was 
negatively correlated with observability (r = -0.45, p = < .001). Hypothesis 2 could not be 
supported, though rater agreement was significantly negatively correlated with item 
difficulty (r = -0.39, p < .001). This suggests that the effect difficulty has on rater 
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agreement may be in the opposite direction. Neither of the results obtained by Scott 
(2012) were replicated. 
Results for Hypothesis 3 and Hypothesis 4 
The rater difference score (RDS) proposed by Scott (2012) was used to evaluate 
Hypothesis 3 and 4. This equation takes the absolute value of the difference between the 
overall impression rating and the item performance rating, and is represented as follows: 
RDS = |Overall Impression Rating – Item Performance Rating|. 
RDS reflects the degree to which the rating provided for a given item differs from the 
overall performance rating. Large RDS scores may indicate that a rater is relying less on 
his or her overall impressions of an individual when providing a rating for an individual 
item. Similarly, small RDS scores may indicate that a rater is relying more on overall 
impressions, especially when there is a pattern of small RDS scores. 
RDS was significantly correlated with observability (r = 0.28, p = 0.01), 
supporting Hypothesis 3. This means that ratings for more observable items tended to 
differ more from the overall impression rating than less observable items. RDS was not 
significantly correlated with difficulty (r = -0.12, p > 0.05), not supporting Hypothesis 4.  
Discussion 
 This study attempted to replicate the findings of Scott (2012). To maintain 
integrity of the replication, the hypotheses and methodology used were identical to Scott. 
The primary goal of the study was to diagnose the cause(s) Scott’s finding that rater 
agreement is positively related to item observability. Another general goal of the study 
was to further evaluate of the relationship between item characteristics, rater agreement, 
and overall impressions. 
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Agreement 
 Unlike the results obtained by Scott (2012), the results of this study supported 
Hypothesis 1, finding that rater agreement was greater for less observable items than for 
more observable items. This finding coincides with the conclusion of Roch et al. (2009) 
that rater agreement is negatively correlated with observability. Hypothesis 2, which 
presumed that items perceived as more difficult to rate would lead to more rater 
agreement, was not supported. Instead, there was a negative relationship between 
agreement and difficulty, which suggests that rater agreement tends to be greater for less 
difficult items. 
The results obtained for observability and difficulty in this area of research can 
sometimes be counterintuitive, so it is worth clarifying. With observability, a negative 
correlation indicates that rater agreement should be higher when observability is low. For 
difficulty, a negative correlation indicates that rater agreement should be higher when 
difficulty is low. Though the results of this study support the idea that rater agreement is 
highest when items are less observable and difficult to rate, it would be premature to 
draw a conclusion. Future replications may shed some light on the matter, as several 
questions remain. 
If people recruit a larger proportion of their cognitive faculties when presented 
with a complex problem, as might be the case with a rating dilemma for a difficult rating 
item, it is possible that they may collectively reach a more accurate decision. This 
increased accuracy should increase rater agreement. Calvillo and Penaloza (2009) found 
that people made better decisions after consciously encoding information before making 
complex decisions. This finding challenged what is known as the deliberation-without-
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attention effect, where a lack of conscious thought has been shown to lead to a better 
choice when making certain complex decisions, namely those with at least a dozen 
alternatives (Dijksterhuis, 2004).   
Decision complexity and its possible impact on rater agreement have some key 
implications when designing rating instruments. The findings of Calvillo and Penaloza 
(2009) suggest that the inclusion of difficult and abstract items that require conscious 
thought and executive functioning on the part of participants may ultimately lead to better 
ratings when there are limited alternatives. Therefore, there should be more agreement, 
and potentially improved accuracy, at least when there are a limited number of rating 
alternatives (e.g., a Likert scale from 1 to 4). Easier rating items, on the other hand, may 
benefit from having a larger pool of rating options (e.g., a Likert scale from 1 to 12) if 
easy items are more prone to being answered with unconscious rather than conscious 
thought as a result of the deliberation-without-attention effect. 
Overall Impressions 
Hypotheis 3 sought to determine if items that are less observable would tend to 
have item ratings closer to the overall impression rating. The findings suggest that raters 
relied upon their overall impressions of the target individual when asked to provide 
ratings on less observable items. Hypothesis 4, which presumed that item performance 
ratings would be closer to overall impressions when items were more difficult to rate, 
could not be supported. A potential reason for this could be that the quantitative construct 
of observability was created by subject-matter experts, but study participants provided the 
ratings used to create the difficulty construct. 
  
16 
Understanding the influence of overall impressions is equally important for both 
scientists and real-world practitioners. One key component of overall impressions 
appears to be observation time. In a laboratory setting, there is usually limited time for 
study participants to form cohesive opinions about the rating target. For practitioners in a 
real-world setting, even though prospective raters are likely to spend more time observing 
and interacting with a rating target than in a laboratory setting, it would not be surprising 
if a great deal of real-world rating data is based on overall impressions as well. While this 
study found that observability was a key factor in leading participants to default to an 
overall impression, it seems reasonable to theorize that providing participants with more 
observation time, as could be the case in certain real-world settings, would lead to the 
perception that certain constructs were more observable, thus reducing the reliance on 
overall impressions when providing ratings. 
Limitations 
 Like many university studies, the major limitation of this study was the utilization 
of an incentivized undergraduate student sample. It is likely that the overall amount of 
effort, attention, and motivation was low for this sample. As first noted by Scott (2012), 
two further limitations of this design were the length of the questionnaire and the length 
and subject matter of the video shown to participants. The length of both the video (20 
minutes) and questionnaire (200 questions) may have engendered fatigue effects. Lastly, 
the number of participants who participated in this replication study was precisely half of 
the number who participated in the study of Scott, which reduced the overall power of the 
analyses. 
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Future Directions 
Although the current research design is sound, one key change could be made to 
the study methodology in the future. At present, observability ratings have been 
predetermined with study participants providing a difficulty rating. Future studies could 
allow participants to provide both observability and difficulty ratings, or experts could 
evaluate the difficulty construct with study participants providing observability ratings. 
To further quantify the influence of overall impressions on rater agreement, it is 
worth investigating whether or not there is a certain minimum amount of time a rating 
target must be observed in order for a rating to be less affected by subjectivity. Along 
these lines, future research should also see if spending an unequal amount of time 
observing a rating target leads to increased or decreased reliance on overall impressions. 
It remains worthwhile to continue more replications with this same research 
design. Whether future replications support or refute the findings of the present study, 
utilizing the same methodology will create a larger sample size from which a more 
accurate conclusion may be drawn. Ideally, the culmination of these research efforts a 
few years from now would be a meta-analysis of all existing replications. 
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY INSTRUMENT (SEMESTER 1, FORM 1) 
 
ASSESSMENT CENTER RATING STUDY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To what extent do you feel that the person did a good job overall? (Circle one) 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all    To a very 
great extent 
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Please use the following rating scales to rate the performance of the target person and the 
difficulty of the item.  Remember when rating performance you are rating the target 
persons performance in the leaderless group discussion.  Be sure to rate their performance 
on every item.  When you rate difficulty you are rating the difficulty in providing a 
performance rating for that specific item.  Be sure that in rating performance you place 
your answer in the column labeled “Performance” and the column labeled “Difficulty” 
for rating difficulty. 
Please use the following scales to rate the corresponding items. 
Performance Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all    To a very 
great extent 
     
Difficulty Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very easy  
to rate 
  Very 
difficult to 
rate 
 
 
Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great 
extent 
Very 
easy to 
rate  
Very 
difficult 
to rate 
1. Rambled   
2. Comprehended group functioning   
3. Made inappropriate comments   
4. Highlighted group functioning   
5. Knew how to solve problems   
6. Proposed an answer to the problem   
7. Communicated effectively   
8. Processed information effectively   
9. Tried to satisfy group goals   
10. Asked the group how the group 
should proceed by saying such 
things as “what is our next step” or 
“what do you think we should do 
next 
  
11. Behaved conscientiously   
12. Accepted other’s ideas   
13. Pointed out problems with the plans   
14. Spoke in a concise manner   
15. Proposed priorities for the plans   
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great 
extent 
Very 
easy to 
rate  
Very 
difficult 
to rate 
16. Allowed another group member to 
speak by saying such things like 
“Mary has something to say” or 
“Let’s hear what Joe has to say 
  
17. Had a good grasp of the problem   
18. Helped to clarify group goals   
19. Had short hair   
20. Made logical arguments or 
statements   
21. Demonstrated an inappropriate 
sense of humor   
22. Mentioned possible solutions to the 
problem   
23. Varied pitch of voice   
24. Used sound criteria for selecting 
options   
25. Wore a vest   
26. Remained quiet while other people 
were speaking   
27. Summarized other people’s views 
and questions   
28. The person had effective team skills   
29. Asked fellow group members if they 
all agreed either with own opinion 
or someone else’s opinion 
  
30. The individual was an effective oral 
communicator   
31. Used suitable language   
32. Delivered message in a manner 
appropriate to audience   
33. Protected minority point of view   
34. Provided clarification of the 
problem   
35. Used coarse or vulgar language   
36. Praised other team members by 
saying such things as “good”, “good 
idea”, or “I like that” in response to 
their ideas 
  
37. Saw how the plans fit together   
38. Delivered message in an effective 
manner   
39. Used gestures fittingly   
40. Delivered message in an 
enthusiastic manner   
41. Integrated proposals from several 
team members   
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great 
extent 
Very 
easy to 
rate  
Very 
difficult 
to rate 
42. Spoke with adequate volume and 
enunciation   
43. Processed information   
44. Spoke in a loud manner   
45. Perceived relationships among the 
plans   
46. Presented message in an organized 
manner   
47. Identified trade-offs   
48. Paid attention to others’ plans   
49. Proposed solutions   
50. Sifted irrelevant data   
51. Saw connections between plans   
52. Used a constructive approach to 
resolve conflicts   
53. Lost temper or appeared frustrated   
54. Behaved suitably   
55. Delivered the message competently   
56. Raised voice in response to others’ 
comments   
57. Used visual aids   
58. Used information from multiple 
sources   
59. Asked others regarding the details 
of their plans   
60. Recognized strategic opportunities 
for success   
61. Acted with poise and maturity   
62. Made eye contact with other people   
63. Spoke well   
64. Gave consideration to others’ plans   
65. Welcomed diverging viewpoints   
66. Avoided use of speech crutches 
(such as “umm,” “ah,” and “err”)   
67. Blamed others or made excuses   
68. Constructed clear sentences   
69. Sat erect in his/her chair   
70. Included other team member’s ideas 
in the solution   
71. The person was an effective 
problem solver   
72. Asked other team members for their 
opinions by saying such things as 
“What do you think?” 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great 
extent 
Very 
easy to 
rate  
Very 
difficult 
to rate 
73. Treated others in a professional 
manner   
74. Acted judiciously   
75. Knew how to resolve conflicts   
76. Supports others’ viewpoints   
77. Acted professionally    
78. Analyzed problems well   
79. Twisted hair around fingers   
80. Understood group functioning   
81. Acted appropriately   
82. Dressed professionally   
83. Demonstrated appropriate body 
language   
84. Sought consensus   
85. Successfully involved others in 
group process   
 
 
 
 
 
 
Overall, I probably assigned ratings that were … (Circle one) 
1 2 3 
lower than the person  
actually demonstrated. 
based on the person’s  
true performance 
higher than the person  
actually demonstrated. 
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
1. What is your gender? (a) Male or (b) Female 
2.  Which of the following best describes your racial ancestry?   
(a) Caucasian     (b) African    (c) Hispanic    (d) Asian   (e) Other 
3.  How old are you? ______ 
4.  Is English your first language?  (a) Yes   (b) No 
Using the scale below, indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement: 
 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
5. I am satisfied that I made the 
accurate rating that I could. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
6. I made an extra effort to 
carefully pay attention to all 
the instructions and examples 
of ratings. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
7. I cared how accurate my 
ratings were. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
8. This activity did not hold my 
attention at all 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
9. I felt that it was important to 
make accurate ratings. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
10. Based on my experience, I 
believe that it is important to 
make any performance ratings 
as accurate as I can. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
 
In the section below, there are phrases describing people’s behaviors.  Please use the 
rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you.  
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future.  
 
Very 
inaccurate 
Moderately 
inaccurate 
Neither 
inaccurate 
nor 
accurate 
Moderately 
accurate 
Very 
accurate 
11. Sympathize with 
others’ feelings. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
12. Get chores done 
right away. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
13. Am not 
interested in 
other people’s 
problems. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
14. Often forget to 
put things back in 
their proper 
place. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
15. Feel others’ 
emotions. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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16. Like order (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
17. Am not 
interested in 
others. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
18. Make a mess of 
things. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY INSTRUMENT (SEMESTER 1, FORM 2) 
 
ASSESSMENT CENTER RATING STUDY 
Please use the following rating scales to rate the performance of the target person and the 
difficulty of the item.  Remember when rating performance you are rating the target 
persons performance in the leaderless group discussion.  Be sure to rate their performance 
on every item.  When you rate difficulty you are rating the difficulty in providing a 
performance rating for that specific item.  Be sure that in rating performance you place 
your answer in the column labeled “Performance” and the column labeled “Difficulty” 
for rating difficulty.  
Please use the following scales to rate the corresponding items. 
Performance Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all    To a very 
great extent 
     
Difficulty Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very easy  
to rate 
  Very 
difficult to 
rate 
 
 
Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
1. Rambled 
  
2. Comprehended group functioning 
  
3. Made inappropriate comments 
  
4. Highlighted group functioning 
  
5. Knew how to solve problems 
  
6. Proposed an answer to the problem 
  
7. Communicated effectively 
  
8. Processed information effectively 
  
9. Tried to satisfy group goals 
  
10. Asked the group how the group should 
proceed by saying such things as “what is 
our next step” or “what do you think we 
should do next 
  
11. Behaved conscientiously 
  
12. Accepted other’s ideas 
  
13. Pointed out problems with the plans 
  
14. Spoke in a concise manner 
  
15. Proposed priorities for the plans 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
16. Allowed another group member to speak 
by saying such things like “Mary has 
something to say” or “Let’s hear what Joe 
has to say 
  
17. Had a good grasp of the problem 
  
18. Helped to clarify group goals 
  
19. Had short hair 
  
20. Made logical arguments or statements 
  
21. Demonstrated an inappropriate sense of 
humor   
22. Mentioned possible solutions to the 
problem   
23. Varied pitch of voice 
  
24. Used sound criteria for selecting options 
  
25. Wore a vest 
  
26. Remained quiet while other people were 
speaking   
27. Summarized other people’s views and 
questions   
28. The person had effective team skills 
  
29. Asked fellow group members if they all 
agreed either with own opinion or 
someone else’s opinion 
  
30. The individual was an effective oral 
communicator   
31. Used suitable language 
  
32. Delivered message in a manner 
appropriate to audience   
33. Protected minority point of view 
  
34. Provided clarification of the problem 
  
35. Used coarse or vulgar language 
  
36. Praised other team members by saying 
such things as “good”, “good idea”, or “I 
like that” in response to their ideas 
  
37. Saw how the plans fit together 
  
38. Delivered message in an effective manner 
  
39. Used gestures fittingly 
  
40. Delivered message in an enthusiastic 
manner   
41. Integrated proposals from several team 
members   
42. Spoke with adequate volume and 
enunciation   
43. Processed information 
  
44. Spoke in a loud manner 
  
45. Perceived relationships among the plans 
  
46. Presented message in an organized 
manner   
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
47. Identified trade-offs 
  
48. Paid attention to others’ plans 
  
49. Proposed solutions 
  
50. Sifted irrelevant data 
  
51. Saw connections between plans 
  
52. Used a constructive approach to resolve 
conflicts   
53. Lost temper or appeared frustrated 
  
54. Behaved suitably 
  
55. Delivered the message competently 
  
56. Raised voice in response to others’ 
comments   
57. Used visual aids 
  
58. Used information from multiple sources 
  
59. Asked others regarding the details of their 
plans   
60. Recognized strategic opportunities for 
success   
61. Acted with poise and maturity 
  
62. Made eye contact with other people 
  
63. Spoke well 
  
64. Gave consideration to others’ plans 
  
65. Welcomed diverging viewpoints 
  
66. Avoided use of speech crutches (such as 
“umm,” “ah,” and “err”)   
67. Blamed others or made excuses 
  
68. Constructed clear sentences 
  
69. Sat erect in his/her chair 
  
70. Included other team member’s ideas in the 
solution   
71. The person was an effective problem 
solver   
72. Asked other team members for their 
opinions by saying such things as “What 
do you think?” 
  
73. Treated others in a professional manner 
  
74. Acted judiciously 
  
75. Knew how to resolve conflicts 
  
76. Supports others’ viewpoints 
  
77. Acted professionally  
  
78. Analyzed problems well 
  
79. Twisted hair around fingers 
  
80. Understood group functioning 
  
81. Acted appropriately 
  
82. Dressed professionally 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
83. Demonstrated appropriate body language 
  
84. Sought consensus 
  
85. Successfully involved others in group 
process   
 
 
To what extent do you feel that the person did a good job overall? (Circle one) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all    To a very 
great extent 
     
Overall, I probably assigned ratings that were … (Circle one) 
 
1 2 3 
lower than the person  
actually demonstrated. 
based on the person’s  
true performance 
higher than the person  
actually demonstrated. 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
1. What is your gender? (a) Male or (b) Female 
2.  Which of the following best describes your racial ancestry?   
(a) Caucasian     (b) African    (c) Hispanic    (d) Asian   (e) Other 
3.  How old are you? ______ 
4.  Is English your first language?  (a) Yes   (b) No 
Using the scale below, indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement: 
 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
5. I am satisfied that I made 
the accurate rating that I 
could. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
6. I made an extra effort to 
carefully pay attention to all 
the instructions and 
examples of ratings. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
7. I cared how accurate my 
ratings were. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
8. This activity did not hold 
my attention at all 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
9. I felt that it was important to 
make accurate ratings. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
10. Based on my experience, I 
believe that it is important 
to make any performance 
ratings as accurate as I can. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
 
In the section below, there are phrases describing people’s behaviors.  Please use the 
rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you.  
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future.  
 
Very 
inaccurate 
Moderately 
inaccurate 
Neither 
inaccurate 
nor 
accurate 
Moderately 
accurate 
Very 
accurate 
11. Sympathize with 
others’ feelings. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
12. Get chores done 
right away. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
13. Am not 
interested in 
other people’s 
problems. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
14. Often forget to 
put things back 
in their proper 
place. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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15. Feel others’ 
emotions. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
16. Like order (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
17. Am not 
interested in 
others. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
18. Make a mess of 
things. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY INSTRUMENT (SEMESTER 2, FORM 1) 
 
ASSESSMENT CENTER RATING STUDY 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To what extent do you feel that the person did a good job overall? (Circle one) 
 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all    To a very 
great extent 
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Please use the following rating scales to rate the performance of the target person and the 
difficulty of the item.  Remember when rating performance you are rating the target 
persons performance in the leaderless group discussion.  Be sure to rate their performance 
on every item.  When you rate difficulty you are rating the difficulty in providing a 
performance rating for that specific item.  Be sure that in rating performance you place 
your answer in the column labeled “Performance” and the column labeled “Difficulty” 
for rating difficulty.  
Please use the following scales to rate the corresponding items. 
Performance Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all    To a very 
great extent 
     
Difficulty Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very easy  
to rate 
  Very 
difficult to 
rate 
 
 
Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
1.  Spoke in a loud manner 
  
2.  Perceived relationships among the plans 
  
3.  Presented message in an organized 
manner   
4.  Identified trade-offs 
  
5.  Paid attention to others’ plans 
  
6.  Proposed solutions 
  
7.  Sifted irrelevant data 
  
8.  Saw connections between plans 
  
9.  Used a constructive approach to resolve 
conflicts   
10.  Lost temper or appeared frustrated 
  
11.  Behaved suitably 
  
12.  Delivered the message competently 
  
13.  Raised voice in response to others’ 
comments   
14.  Used visual aids 
  
15.  Used information from multiple sources 
  
16.   Asked others regarding the details of 
their plans   
17.  Recognized strategic opportunities for 
success   
18.  Acted with poise and maturity 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
19.  Made eye contact with other people 
  
20.  Spoke well 
  
21.  Gave consideration to others’ plans 
  
22.  Welcomed diverging viewpoints 
  
23.  Avoided use of speech crutches (such as 
“umm,” “ah,” and “err”)   
24.  Blamed others or made excuses 
  
25.  Constructed clear sentences 
  
26.  Sat erect in his/her chair 
  
27.  Included other team member’s ideas in 
the solution   
28.  The person was an effective problem 
solver   
29.   Asked other team members for their 
opinions by saying such things as “What 
do you think?” 
  
30.  Treated others in a professional manner 
  
31.  Acted judiciously 
  
32.  Knew how to resolve conflicts 
  
33.  Supports others’ viewpoints 
  
34.  Acted professionally  
  
35.  Analyzed problems well 
  
36.  Twisted hair around fingers 
  
37.  Understood group functioning 
  
38.  Acted appropriately 
  
39.  Dressed professionally 
  
40.  Demonstrated appropriate body 
language   
41.  Sought consensus 
  
42.  Successfully involved others in group 
process   
43.  Rambled 
  
44.  Comprehended group functioning 
  
45.  Made inappropriate comments 
  
46.  Highlighted group functioning 
  
47.  Knew how to solve problems 
  
48.  Proposed an answer to the problem 
  
49.  Communicated effectively 
  
50.  Processed information effectively 
  
51.  Tried to satisfy group goals 
  
52. Asked the group how the group should 
proceed by saying such things as “what is 
our next step” or “what do you think we 
should do next 
  
53.  Behaved conscientiously 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
54.  Accepted other’s ideas 
  
55.  Pointed out problems with the plans 
  
56.  Spoke in a concise manner 
  
57.  Proposed priorities for the plans 
  
58. Allowed another group member to speak 
by saying such things like “Mary has 
something to say” or “Let’s hear what 
Joe has to say 
  
59.  Had a good grasp of the problem 
  
60.  Helped to clarify group goals 
  
61.  Had short hair 
  
62.  Made logical arguments or statements 
  
63.  Demonstrated an inappropriate sense of 
humor   
64.  Mentioned possible solutions to the 
problem   
65.  Varied pitch of voice 
  
66.  Used sound criteria for selecting options 
  
67.  Wore a vest 
  
68.  Remained quiet while other people were 
speaking   
69.  Summarized other people’s views and 
questions   
70.  The person had effective team skills 
  
71. Asked fellow group members if they all 
agreed either with own opinion or 
someone else’s opinion 
  
72.  The individual was an effective oral 
communicator   
73.  Used suitable language 
  
74.  Delivered message in a manner 
appropriate to audience   
75.  Protected minority point of view 
  
76.  Provided clarification of the problem 
  
77.  Used coarse or vulgar language 
  
78. Praised other team members by saying 
such things as “good”, “good idea”, or “I 
like that” in response to their ideas 
  
79.  Saw how the plans fit together 
  
80.  Delivered message in an effective 
manner   
81.  Used gestures fittingly 
  
82.  Delivered message in an enthusiastic 
manner   
83.  Integrated proposals from several team 
members   
84.  Spoke with adequate volume and 
enunciation   
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
85.  Processed information 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Overall, I probably assigned ratings that were … (Circle one) 
1 2 3 
lower than the person  
actually demonstrated. 
based on the person’s  
true performance 
higher than the person  
actually demonstrated. 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
1. What is your gender? (a) Male or (b) Female 
2.  Which of the following best describes your racial ancestry?   
(a) Caucasian     (b) African    (c) Hispanic    (d) Asian   (e) Other 
3.  How old are you? ______ 
4.  Is English your first language?  (a) Yes   (b) No 
Using the scale below, indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement: 
 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
5. I am satisfied that I made 
the accurate rating that I 
could. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
6. I made an extra effort to 
carefully pay attention to all 
the instructions and 
examples of ratings. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
7. I cared how accurate my 
ratings were. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
8. This activity did not hold 
my attention at all 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
9. I felt that it was important to 
make accurate ratings. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
10. Based on my experience, I 
believe that it is important 
to make any performance 
ratings as accurate as I can. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
 
In the section below, there are phrases describing people’s behaviors.  Please use the 
rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you.  
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future.  
 
Very 
inaccurate 
Moderately 
inaccurate 
Neither 
inaccurate 
nor 
accurate 
Moderately 
accurate 
Very 
accurate 
11. Sympathize with 
others’ feelings. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
12. Get chores done 
right away. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
13. Am not 
interested in 
other people’s 
problems. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
14. Often forget to 
put things back 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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in their proper 
place. 
15. Feel others’ 
emotions. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
16. Like order (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
17. Am not 
interested in 
others. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
18. Make a mess of 
things. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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APPENDIX D: SURVEY INSTRUMENT (SEMESTER 2, FORM 2) 
 
 
ASSESSMENT CENTER RATING STUDY 
Please use the following rating scales to rate the performance of the target person and the 
difficulty of the item.  Remember when rating performance you are rating the target 
persons performance in the leaderless group discussion.  Be sure to rate their performance 
on every item.  When you rate difficulty you are rating the difficulty in providing a 
performance rating for that specific item.  Be sure that in rating performance you place 
your answer in the column labeled “Performance” and the column labeled “Difficulty” 
for rating difficulty.  
Please use the following scales to rate the corresponding items. 
Performance Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all    To a very 
great extent 
     
Difficulty Rating 
1 2 3 4 5 
Very easy  
to rate 
  Very 
difficult to 
rate 
 
 
Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
1.  Spoke in a loud manner 
  
2.  Perceived relationships among the plans 
  
3.  Presented message in an organized 
manner   
4.  Identified trade-offs 
  
5.  Paid attention to others’ plans 
  
6.  Proposed solutions 
  
7.  Sifted irrelevant data 
  
8.  Saw connections between plans 
  
9.  Used a constructive approach to resolve 
conflicts   
10.  Lost temper or appeared frustrated 
  
11.  Behaved suitably 
  
12.  Delivered the message competently 
  
13.  Raised voice in response to others’ 
comments   
14.  Used visual aids 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
15.  Used information from multiple sources 
  
16.   Asked others regarding the details of 
their plans   
17.  Recognized strategic opportunities for 
success   
18.  Acted with poise and maturity 
  
19.  Made eye contact with other people 
  
20.  Spoke well 
  
21.  Gave consideration to others’ plans 
  
22.  Welcomed diverging viewpoints 
  
23.  Avoided use of speech crutches (such as 
“umm,” “ah,” and “err”)   
24.  Blamed others or made excuses 
  
25.  Constructed clear sentences 
  
26.  Sat erect in his/her chair 
  
27.  Included other team member’s ideas in 
the solution   
28.  The person was an effective problem 
solver   
29.   Asked other team members for their 
opinions by saying such things as “What 
do you think?” 
  
30.  Treated others in a professional manner 
  
31.  Acted judiciously 
  
32.  Knew how to resolve conflicts 
  
33.  Supports others’ viewpoints 
  
34.  Acted professionally  
  
35.  Analyzed problems well 
  
36.  Twisted hair around fingers 
  
37.  Understood group functioning 
  
38.  Acted appropriately 
  
39.  Dressed professionally 
  
40.  Demonstrated appropriate body 
language   
41.  Sought consensus 
  
42.  Successfully involved others in group 
process   
43.  Rambled 
  
44.  Comprehended group functioning 
  
45.  Made inappropriate comments 
  
46.  Highlighted group functioning 
  
47.  Knew how to solve problems 
  
48.  Proposed an answer to the problem 
  
49.  Communicated effectively 
  
50.  Processed information effectively 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
51.  Tried to satisfy group goals 
  
52. Asked the group how the group should 
proceed by saying such things as “what is 
our next step” or “what do you think we 
should do next 
  
53.  Behaved conscientiously 
  
54.  Accepted other’s ideas 
  
55.  Pointed out problems with the plans 
  
56.  Spoke in a concise manner 
  
57.  Proposed priorities for the plans 
  
58. Allowed another group member to speak 
by saying such things like “Mary has 
something to say” or “Let’s hear what 
Joe has to say 
  
59.  Had a good grasp of the problem 
  
60.  Helped to clarify group goals 
  
61.  Had short hair 
  
62.  Made logical arguments or statements 
  
63.  Demonstrated an inappropriate sense of 
humor   
64.  Mentioned possible solutions to the 
problem   
65.  Varied pitch of voice 
  
66.  Used sound criteria for selecting options 
  
67.  Wore a vest 
  
68.  Remained quiet while other people were 
speaking   
69.  Summarized other people’s views and 
questions   
70.  The person had effective team skills 
  
71. Asked fellow group members if they all 
agreed either with own opinion or 
someone else’s opinion 
  
72.  The individual was an effective oral 
communicator   
73.  Used suitable language 
  
74.  Delivered message in a manner 
appropriate to audience   
75.  Protected minority point of view 
  
76.  Provided clarification of the problem 
  
77.  Used coarse or vulgar language 
  
78. Praised other team members by saying 
such things as “good”, “good idea”, or “I 
like that” in response to their ideas 
  
79.  Saw how the plans fit together 
  
80.  Delivered message in an effective 
manner   
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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Item 
Performance Difficulty 
Not at 
all  
To a very 
great extent 
Very easy 
to rate  
Very 
difficult to 
rate 
81.  Used gestures fittingly 
  
82.  Delivered message in an enthusiastic 
manner   
83.  Integrated proposals from several team 
members   
84.  Spoke with adequate volume and 
enunciation   
85.  Processed information 
  
 
To what extent do you feel that the person did a good job overall? (Circle one) 
 
1 2 3 4 5 
Not at all    To a very 
great extent 
     
Overall, I probably assigned ratings that were … (Circle one) 
 
1 2 3 
lower than the person  
actually demonstrated. 
based on the person’s  
true performance 
higher than the person  
actually demonstrated. 
  
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
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DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION 
1. What is your gender? (a) Male or (b) Female 
2.  Which of the following best describes your racial ancestry?   
(a) Caucasian     (b) African    (c) Hispanic    (d) Asian   (e) Other 
3.  How old are you? ______ 
4.  Is English your first language?  (a) Yes   (b) No 
Using the scale below, indicate the extent to which you agree with each statement: 
 
Strongly 
disagree Disagree Neutral Agree 
Strongly 
agree 
5. I am satisfied that I made the 
accurate rating that I could. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
6. I made an extra effort to 
carefully pay attention to all 
the instructions and examples 
of ratings. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
7. I cared how accurate my 
ratings were. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
8. This activity did not hold my 
attention at all 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
9. I felt that it was important to 
make accurate ratings. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
10. Based on my experience, I 
believe that it is important to 
make any performance ratings 
as accurate as I can. 
(1) (2) (4) (6) (7) 
 
In the section below, there are phrases describing people’s behaviors.  Please use the 
rating scale below to describe how accurately each statement describes you.  
Describe yourself as you generally are now, not as you wish to be in the future.  
 
Very 
inaccurate 
Moderately 
inaccurate 
Neither 
inaccurate 
nor 
accurate 
Moderately 
accurate 
Very 
accurate 
11. Sympathize with 
others’ feelings. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
12. Get chores done 
right away. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
13. Am not 
interested in 
other people’s 
problems. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
14. Often forget to 
put things back in 
their proper 
place. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
15. Feel others’ 
emotions. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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16. Like order (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
17. Am not 
interested in 
others. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
18. Make a mess of 
things. 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
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APPENDIX E: LAB PROTOCOL 
 
RATER AGREEMENT STUDY 
Protocol for Lab 
TIME: 15 minutes before scheduled time 
LOCATION: Computer Lab  
 Log on to the Study board  
o From any WKU computer  go to internet explorer and type wku.sona-
systems.com 
o The user name: paquin 
o The password: research  
 Print out a list of the participants for the study 
LOCATION: Lab Cab 
 Grab 20 study packets which include 40 informed consent, 20 surveys ,  
 DVD 
TIME: 10 minutes before scheduled time 
LOCATION: Go to designated classroom 
 Turn on the projector and computer  
 Make sure that the DVD works and is at the appropriate volume 
 Turn on the DVD and pause the screen on the group 
 Once the participants start arriving ask them their name and check it off the list from 
the study board.   
 Hand them 2 informed consent forms (They keep one copy & we keep one copy).  
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 After 5 minutes from the beginning of the study “according to the study board” shut 
the door and DO NOT LET ANYONE ELSE IN 
 Read the following directions to the participants  
o “You will not be allowed to use your cell phone during the study. So, please 
turn off your cell phones and place them on the table/desk” 
o You will be viewing a video of a leaderless group discussion. Please observe the 
behaviors of the target individual (Point to the target individual: male “A”). 
After the video, you will fill out a rating form regarding your observation of the 
target individual.  
Here is some background information about the video. The people in the 
video are a team of consultants asked to give recommendation to a client concerning 
their management problems. The team is to discuss the problem and come to an 
agreement on the most appropriate solution. The situation is that the personnel and 
accounting office of a manufacturing company are located on the south side of its 
factory complex. The offices of the plant manager and production control are located 
on the north side of the complex. Between these offices lies a major part of the 
production area. On a regular basis, office employees must walk through the 
production area for meetings and other work-related reasons. Safety rules require all 
employees to wear safety hats whenever they enter the production area. It is estimated 
that 70% of all office supervisors and employees disregard the rule and walk through 
the assembly area without wearing safety hats. The plant manager wants the team to 
suggest a motivational or educational technique to increase compliance with this 
safety rule. In addition, the plant manager seeks their recommendation concerning 
appropriate disciplinary actions to handle noncompliance.  
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 Play the DVD  
 
AFTER THE DVD HAS FINISHED 
Directions:  “Please read the directions before each of the sections and answer all of the 
questions on the survey using the format provided.  Please answer as accurately as you 
can.” 
 
 Pass out the survey 
 Dismiss the students once everyone has completed all the forms.  
 Collect the forms and write the date, time, & your name on the first page. 
 Log back on to the study board and modify “give credit” or “No Show” for each of 
the participants according to the attendance sheet. 
 Return the completed forms to the Lab Cab. 
 Lock drawer. 
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APPENDIX F: INFORMED CONSENT 
 
  
